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LS on Routeing Parameter in the Initial Direct Transfer message

RAN2’s recent work on deletion of the Flow ID concept has prompted some delegates in S2 to read parts of the RRC specification in 25.331. This has raised a concern with the capability of the RRC specification to support a potential future development in the network architecture.

S2 is investigating the possibility in R4 or R5 (but not R’99) to add the ability for an RNC/BSC to connect to, and dynamically loadshare between, multiple MSCs (and SGSNs). S2 is, however, keen to have an architectural solution that is compatible with old mobiles and R’99 mobiles and future mobiles.

This network architecture idea is described more fully in the document S2-00-1972 and its attachments. Backward compatibility with all existing GSM mobiles would be possible if, say, the TMSI/TLLI is used within the GSM BSC for routeing. Note that because the GSM BSC already analyses all the Initial messages from the mobile, the TMSI (or other mobile identity) is visible to the BSC. 

With the RRC specification, the Initial Direct Transfer message contains a NAS message parameter whose contents are not supposed to be read or used by the RNC. For the potential future architecture to be compatible with R’99 UMTS mobiles, it appears that a ‘routeing parameter’ needs to be sent by the R’99 UMTS mobile in a manner that is readily visible to the RNC.

S2 believe that a change such as that proposed in RAN 2’s tdoc R2-00-2306 would provide sufficient flexibility for S2’s future work. S2 kindly ask RAN 2 to discuss R2-00-2306 and consider whether they can accept this change or a similar change.

S2 ask GERAN 2 to consider the potential future architecture in S2-00-1972 when developing their radio interface signalling. 

S2 expect to send a separate liaison statement to CN 1 to give some guidance on which parameters to encode within the proposed “intra domain NAS node selector” field.

